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DETAILED ACTION 



Specification 

The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 



Claim Objections 

The following claims are objected to because of the following informalities: 

• Claims 17,38: "select" should be - selected -. 

• Claim 18,39: "decrease" should be - decreases -. 

• Claim 1 9,40,61 : "where" should be - wherein --. 

• Claim 20,41 ,62: "the number" should be - a number --. 

• Claim 21 ,42: "bas" should be - base --. 

• Claim 46: "including" should be - including --. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1, 4-6, 16-19, 22, 25-27, 36-40, 43, 46-48, and 58-61 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Weyer (US 6,024,572). 



Application/Control Number: 10/691,946 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3715 

1 . [Claims 1 ,22,36,43]: Regarding Claims 1 , 22, 36, and 43, Weyer discloses 
interrupting the base computer program (i.e., game play); providing a least one question 
to the user for answering; receiving an answer to the at least one question; and 
determining whether to return to the base program or disrupt the base program. See 
Abstract. 

2. [Claims 4,25,46]: Regarding Claims 4, 25, and 46, Weyer discloses wherein 
interrupting the base computer program comprises interrupting the base computer 
program at a set interrupt time interval (i.e., period (e.g., between 5 and 30 minutes)). 
See Col.2: 30-31. 

3. [Claims 5-6,26-27,47-48]: Regarding Claims 5-6, 26-27, and 47-48, Weyer 
discloses wherein providing at least one question to the user for answering further 
comprises selecting the at least one question appropriate for the skill level of the user 
and wherein the at least one question is selected from a database comprising questions 
of different skill levels on at least one topic in Col.2: 41-43: 

After reading the applicable question level at block 215, a 
question having the appropriate question level is selected from 
a question database at block 220. Any of a variety of well 
known means may be used to select a question of the appropriate 
level . 

4. [Claims 16,37,58]: Regarding Claims 16,37, and 58, Weyer discloses providing a 
delay question routine, and selecting the delay question routine, wherein the delay 
question routine delays providing the questions for a delay time (e.g., between 5 and 30 
minutes). See Col.2: 30-31. 
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5. [Claim 17,38,59]: Regarding Claims 17, 38, and 59, Weyer discloses wherein the 
delay question routine can be selected at least one time. See Col. 2: 30-31 . 

6. [Claims 18,39,60]: Regarding Claims 18, 39, and 60, Weyer's invention is 
capable of providing wherein the delay time decreases after each selection of the delay 
question routine. See Col. 2: 30-31. 

7. [Claims 19,40,61]: Regarding Claims 19,40, and 61, Weyer's invention is capable 
of providing wherein the delay time is a static time. See Col. 2: 30-31 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 2, 23, and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Weyer in view of Ho et al. (US 5,743,743). 

[Claims 2,23,44]: Regarding Claims 2,23, and 44, Weyer does not disclose expressly 
determining an identity of the user (e.g., via name). However, Ho teaches such in 
Col.11: 2-6. Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate determining an identity of the user into the 
method and system of Weyer, in light of the teaching of Ho, in order to determine what 
type of program to distribute to the student. 
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Claim 3, 24, and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Weyer/Ho as applied to claims 2, 22, and 44 above, and further in view of 
Lockwood(US 6,554,618). 

[Claims 3,24,45]: Regarding Claims 3, 24, and 45, Ho discloses entering user 
information for storage into a user database, wherein the user information includes a 
user name and selecting the user from the user database. See Col.1 1 : 2-6. However 
Weyer/Ho does not disclose expressly wherein the user information includes a user age 
and a user skill level. Lockwood teaches such (i.e., student's name and current 
curriculum level) in Col. 12: 28-45. Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate a user age and a user skill 
level into the method and system of Weyer/Ho, in light of the teaching of Lockwood, in 
order to have a record of static and dynamic information regarding a student. 

Claims 7, 28, and 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Weyer in view of Lundberg (US 5,980,264). 

[Claims 7,28,49]: Regarding Claims 7,28, and 49, Weyer does not disclose expressly 
checking the answer to the at least one question for correctness; counting a number of 
correct answers and counting a number of wrong answers (i.e., overall score of right 
versus wrong answers); providing a score; and comparing the score to a score 
threshold (i.e., a predetermined number or percentage). See CoL2: 64-Col.3: 11. 
Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art to incorporate the aforementioned limitations into the method and system 
of Weyer, in light of the Lundberg, in order to promote learning. 

Claims 8-15, 29-35, and 50-57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Weyer/Lundberg as applied to claims 7, 28, and 49 above, and 
further in view of Braunberger et al. (US 2003/0077559). 

1. [Claims 8,29,50]: Regarding Claims 8, 29, and 50, Lundberg discloses increasing 
the skill level (i.e., ... a user eventually "graduates" from a set of questions). 
Weyer/Lundberg does not disclose expressly returning the user to the base computer 
program when the score is greater than or equal to the score threshold. However, 
Braunberger teaches such (i.e., minimum achievement level has been met) on p.2, 
[0012]. Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the aforementioned limitation into the method and 
system of Weyer/Lundberg, in light of the teaching of Braunberger, in order to provide a 
resumption criteria that would allow the base program to be resumed. 

2. [Claims 9,51 ,56]: Regarding Claims 9, 51 , and 56, Weyer discloses repeating 
claim 1. See Col. 2: 30-31. 

3. [Claims 10,31,52]: Regarding Claims 10, 31, and 52, Weyer' s invention is 
capable of decreasing or increasing the set interrupt time interval: "For example, the 
period between questions may range between 5 and 30 minutes" (Col.2: 30-32.). 

4. [Claims 1 1 -1 3,32-34,53-55]: Regarding Claims 11-13, 32-34, and 53-55, 
Weyer/Lundberg does not disclose expressly penalizing the user when the score is 
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greater than or equal to the score threshold, wherein penalizing the user includes 

disrupting the base computer program for a disruption time interval (i.e., the time that 

the student is given some other question to answer or some other drill or lesson to 

perform), and returning the user to the base computer program at the expiration of the 

disruption interval (i.e., if the students answer matches the correct answer). However, 

Braunberger teaches such on p.3, [0031] and p.4, [0045], respectively: 

If the student's answer matches the correct answer, 
"CORRECT" is displayed on the Testing GUI and the user 
application is returned to the foreground and resumed. 

As described in more detail below, the testing administrator can 
limit the number of tries a student has to correctly answer a 
question or perform some other task or drill. For example, the 
testing administrator can set a parameter in a configuration 
file that limits the student to three tries to 

correctly answer a question. After three unsuccessful attempts 
to answer the question, the student is given some other question 
to answer or some other drill or lesson to perform. This 
restriction would require a student to think through his answer 
or response, rather than take an unlimited number of guesses 
that would not help him learn educational materials. 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to incorporate the aforementioned limitation into the method and system 
of Weyer/Lundberg, in light of the teaching of Braunberger, in order to require a student 
to think through his answer or response, rather than take an unlimited number of 
guesses that would not help him learn educational materials. 

3. [Claims 14,30,35]: Regarding Claims 14, 30, and 35, Weyer discloses repeating 



claim 1. See Col. 2: 30-31. 
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4. [Claim 15]: Regarding Claim 15, Weyer discloses providing the at least one 
question to the user for answering; receiving an answer to the at least one question; 
and determining whether to return to the base program or disrupt the base program. 
See Abstract. 

5. [Claim 57]: Regarding Claim 57, Weyer discloses interrupting the base computer 
program (i.e., game play); providing a least one question to the user for answering; 
receiving an answer to the at least one question; and determining whether to return to 
the base program or disrupt the base program. See Abstract. 

Claims 20, 41, and 62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Weyer. 

[Claims 20,41,62]: Regarding Claims 20,41, and 62, Weyer does not disclose expressly 
wherein the question routine includes a limit counter limiting the number of times that 
the user can select the delay question routine. However, the practice of allowing a user 
limited number of times to delay a routine (e.g., changing a password before it expires) 
is old and well known in the art. Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the aforementioned 
limitation into the method and system of Weyer in order enable resuming working in a 
base computer program. 

Claims 21, 42, and 63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Weyer in view of Braunberger. 
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[Claims 21,42,63]: Regarding Claims 21,42, and 63, Weyer does not disclose expressly 
entering a bypass code to bypass the interrupting of the base program. However, 
Braunberger teaches such (i.e., passcode) on p.4, [0038]. Therefore, at the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate 
entering a bypass code to bypass the interrupting of the base program into the method 
and system of Weyer, in light of the teaching of Braunberger, so that the base program 
is returned to the user even if an educational task is not performed. 

Citation of Pertinent Prior Art 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
• Sorenson et al. (US 6,210,170) 

-teaching in a screen-saver environment 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chanda L. Harris whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4448. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 6:30am-4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Olszewski can be reached on 571-272-6788. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Chanda L. Harris 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3715 



